Do democratic elections and experience with democracy affect citizens' propensity to engage in political protest? If so, how? We develop a model of protest potential based on the incentives election winners and losers face in new and established democratic systems. Using surveys conducted by the International Social Survey Program (ISSP) in seventeen democracies around the globe, we compare the effect of being in the political minority or majority after an election on political protest potential. We find that being in the political minority heightens citizens' political protest potential. Moreover, we find that the effect of losing on protest potential is significantly greater in new democracies relative to established ones. These findings provide systematic evidence that election outcomes should be considered important indicators of political protest potential, and they imply that this effect is particularly salient in countries whose democratic institutions are relatively new and potentially more unstable.
The May 2000 presidential election in Peru between incumbent President Fujimori and his main challenger Alejandro Toledo was fraught with charges of vote rigging and unfair balloting. In fact, Toledo refused to accept the official outcome of the first round of balloting and withdrew from the second round runoff, calling on electoral officials to postpone the election to ensure the fairness of the electoral process and urging his supporters to boycott the election. After Fujimori won a third term by default, the country was thrown into disarray. In subsequent weeks and continuing even after Fujimori's inauguration, the country witnessed protests and riots that left buildings in the capital, Lima, in flames, several people dead and many more hurt. One former Peruvian member of Congress, Flores Nano, was quoted as saying, 'The inauguration of a new term lacks the one central element for the stability of government: legitimacy. ' In Venezuela's July 2000 presidential election, incumbent Hugo Chavez overwhelmingly won re-election, while pro-Chavez candidates claimed a number of provincial governorships and mayoral offices. Although the contest was mostly judged as fair, though less than perfect, by outside observers such as the Organization of American States and the Carter Center, there were violent street battles between supporters of President Hugo Chavez and opponents of his government, leading to the death of at least one person and a number of injured across the country.
In the fall of 2000, the United States experienced one of the most hotly contested races for the presidency in the country's history between George W. Bush and Al Gore. Results were so close that the winner was not determined for weeks after the contest had been held. Among claims and counterclaims of faulty ballots and fraudulent tallies, supporters of both camps claimed that their man had won. In the end, only an intercession by the country's Supreme Court resolved the matter and installed George Bush as the nation's forty-third President. However, in stark contrast to the events in Peru and Venezuela, and despite passionate beliefs on both sides regarding their man's victory in the election contest, the United States did not experience the kind of political upheaval brought on by the losers' discontent with the election outcome that struck Peru and Venezuela; no one was seriously hurt, let alone killed. What is more, the protests that did occur in the United States tapered off relatively quickly after the Supreme Court made its decision, while Peru and Venezuela experienced prolonged and serious, even constitutional, crises.
What explains the difference in losers' behaviour in these countries? More generally, why are some losers more discontent than others, and what explains the willingness to engage in aggressive political participation in these differently situated countries? The answers to these questions are liable to have relevance beyond the specific cases of the United States, Venezuela and Peru. In fact, while stories of sore, as well as graceful, losers abound in electoral democracies around the globe, we know relatively little about what drives their dynamics. What appears clear, however, is that electoral losers play a crucial role in the functioning and development of democratic political institutions and that their perceptions of the system's legitimacy has potentially critical effects on that system's proper functioning and maintenance.
In this study, we seek to broaden our understanding of regime legitimacy and democratic stability by focusing on how people's allegiance to the political minority and majority affects their willingness to engage in political protest. Because democracies are designed to create winners and losers at election time, they face the potential for instability and upheaval brought about by different incentives that those in the political minority and majority have for safeguarding the system. We hypothesize that, relative to those in the majority (the winners), citizens who are in the political minority (the losers) have fewer incentives to maintain the status quo, and they are more likely to engage in political protest -or what some have called non-institutionalized political action.
1 Moreover, we argue that a country's democratic history can exacerbate or attenuate the extent to which political minority status affects people's willingness to engage in protests against the government: the more recently democratic institutions have been established, the stronger the effect of being in the minority should be.
P O L I T I C A L M I N O R I T Y -M A J O R I T Y S T A T U S A N D P R O T E S T P O T E N T I A L
Scholars of comparative politics and political behaviour have long argued that the well-being of political institutions hinges on people's perceptions that these institutions are legitimate. When people believe that systems lack legitimacy, these institutions face instability that, if left unchecked, can lead to collapse.
2 Given the gravity of these consequences, it is not surprising that researchers continue to scrutinize the conditions under which legitimacy is or remains high. To gauge the extent to which a political system is legitimate in the eyes of citizens, researchers frequently have investigated the attitudes citizens hold towards the political system as well as citizens' political behaviour. Regarding the latter, they have focused on different measures of political participation to gauge the extent to which citizens accept the current institutional arrangements.
3 Especially in the aftermath of the student movements of the 1960s and 1970s, one important stream of research examined the individual-level determinants of political protest potential or what some have termed 'aggressive' or 'unconventional' political participation. 4 These studies seek to shed light on the conditions under which individuals will engage in unconventional and uninstitutionalized forms of political participation that may be aimed at challenging the regime and bringing about change in or reform of the formal institutions of collective decision making.
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The scholarly literature that seeks to understand such behaviour is vast and comprises a multitude of perspectives, including theories of relative deprivation, instrumental institutionalism, historical-cultural institutionalism and resource mobilization. 6 Typically, however, such theories are focused either on the behaviour of groups or the constraining influences of a country's macro-political context and do not usually examine the motivations of individuals directly. To supplement such studies, we focus on individuallevel predispositions produced by the tensions inherent in democratic government to understand people's protest behaviour and to place these motivations in a country's political context. Specifically, we argue that knowing whether a citizen is a member of the political minority or majority goes a long way towards predicting that citizen's attitudes towards the government and her tendency to take to the streets to voice her discontent.
While they differ in important ways, 7 all democracies, through elections, are expressly designed to create political inequalities among citizens and political elites at regular intervals. That is, while democratic political systems provide equal opportunities for citizens to participate in elections, they also produce unavoidably unequal outcomes by ensuring that some will be in the majority and that others will be in the minority. This inequality is likely to have consequences for how citizens view political institutions. In particular, given that citizens prefer being in the majority over being in the minority, it is usually the losers who have stronger incentives to bring about change than the winners. likely to be challenged by those in the minority than those in the majority. This means that political minority and majority status affects the legitimacy of a system because it affords actors' differing incentives to push for institutional change. 9 We posit that this is likely to be the result of two interrelated phenomena grounded in people's views of the political process and of the outcomes produced by the political system. First, those in the minority are less likely to believe that the political process is fair, and they tend to doubt that the government is interested in and responsive to their needs. Secondly, because the political majority makes public policy, democratic systems are likely to produce policies that are closer to the majority's preferred outcomes than the minority's. Thus, aside from feeling ambivalent about the process of government, members of the minority are comparatively less likely to obtain desired outcomes from the political system. 10 This, in turn, is likely to make them less likely to be satisfied with the actual outputs produced by the system.
The empirical literature on the minority-majority effect -also variously referred to as the winner or 'home-team' effect mentioned above -offers some robust findings in support of these conjectures. 11 For example, those who vote for the governing majority tend to express higher levels of satisfaction with and trust in the political system than those in the minority. 12 Having voted for the government also fosters increased levels of efficacy and government support. 13 Moreover, the winner effect has been linked to other political attitudes such as perceptions of government responsiveness and fairness, as well as social trust and people's willingness to engage in political activism and protest. 14 However, we would like to offer a few critical caveats when it comes to the validity and generalizability of this minority-majority or home-team effect. First, because the vast majority of studies of this effect have been conducted in a limited number of relatively similar countries -the established democracies of Western Europe and North Americait remains uncertain whether the minority-majority distinction in political behaviour holds much empirical leverage in democracies outside of the West or in countries that have established democratic rule fairly recently.
Secondly and more importantly, much of the prior literature has relied almost exclusively on attitudinal measures. 15 This might be problematic in the light of findings, showing that distrust in or cynicism towards the political system do not necessarily predict political action, such as protest potential, which may undermine the political regime. 16 Thus, an important question remains about whether the minority-majority effect documented in earlier research goes beyond what people think about politics and affects what people intend to (or actually) do. We address this question by measuring people's behavioural intentions, which should be more predictive of actual behaviour.
Yet, if protest is simply one of many modes of participation citizens habitually engage in, such behaviour may not signal protest but simply an expanded repertoire of political action. For instance, some in the political minority may express their discontent by voting for extreme political parties, by withdrawing from the political process, or by engaging in lobbying activities. If this is the case, political minority and majority status may not strongly affect people's propensity to engage in political protest. To show that the minority-majority distinction actually predicts behavioral intentions, it is therefore crucial to validate it by using measures that capture more than people's like or dislike of the current institutional arrangements.
Finally, the validity of the minority-majority or home-team effect on views towards government has been questioned because the study of political support faces a number of empirical challenges. In particular, studies of system support can be and have been criticized for relying on ambiguous measures. 17 To avoid the problems associated with ambiguous measures of attitudes about the political system, it would be useful to focus on political action to establish whether behaviours are similarly affected by differences in political minority and majority status. It stands to reason that disenchanted and distrusting citizens are the most likely candidates to engage in unconventional political activities outside the boundaries of institutionalized participation. 18 Review, 86 (1992) , 149-66). The object of citizen support does not have to be, and probably cannot be, reliably separated in terms of the system and the system's outputs. The difficulties of independently measuring diffuse and specific support are enormous, and separate indicators of the two generally are found to be highly correlated (Max Kaase, 'Political Alienation and Protest', in Mattei Dogan, ed., Comparing Pluralist Democracies (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1988 the link between distrust of government and protest behaviour is mixed.
19 If the two are related, then both attitudes and behaviours should be affected by similar underlying factors. Whether this is indeed the case with regard to individuals' minority-majority status is a question we take up below.
Aside from viewing the motivations of individuals to engage in protest through the lens of winning and losing, we also believe that it is useful to place winners and losers in their particular political context. That is, aside from expecting that winners and losers differ in their predispositions to engage in protest, we also expect the extent to which this is the case to differ across new and established democratic systems. Specifically, being a member of the political minority or majority should have a stronger impact on protest potential in countries with shorter histories of democratic rule. This expectation is based on several, albeit related, factors, including perceptions of legitimacy and stability, political learning and the consequences of founding elections.
In part, the effect we propose may be rooted in the relative poverty of social capital or civil society in new democracies. After all, citizens in established democracies are anchored more firmly to the democratic political system through social-group or interest-group memberships or their preferred political party's involvement in decisionmaking at various levels of government. As a result, losing in one part of the electoral arena might be compensated by the benefits gained from other social and political activities. More importantly, however, we would argue that losers should be more likely to push for changes in the political system -and do so by all means possible -when they perceive that protest is more likely to pay off. This should be the case when the system is not yet stable and, thus, susceptible to change. Because countries that have been democracies longer have higher levels of legitimacy than countries that became democratic more recently, 20 losers should be particularly keen on protesting the government in countries whose systems have not achieved sufficiently high levels of popular acceptance.
The issues of legitimacy and stability, and hence losers' relative incentives to push for changes, are related to citizens' beliefs about the predictability of the political system. Given that individuals develop expectations about the political system over time, 21 uncertainty is high and levels of legitimacy low when the political system is new. In such an environment, electoral losers' subjective probability estimate of whether, when and under what conditions another election will be held in the future is relatively low. Being uncertain about these makes any one election win or loss comparatively more consequential for citizens of new democracies. And this creates incentives for losers to protest sooner rather than later. In contrast, the experience of routine elections and the peaceful transfer of power they ensure reinforces for citizens in older democracies that any one election outcome will not fundamentally reorient the relations of power or the outcomes produced by the system. Moreover, protest may seem worthless in established democracies where fundamental changes may seem improbable.
Finally, elections in new democracies are frequently contests between widely divergent ideologies and struggles over the structure of the new democratic institutions. Maybe more importantly, such elections often determine who has access to power or who gets to change these rules in favour of those currently in power. Not surprisingly, the aftermath of founding elections frequently brings about efforts to introduce changes in electoral systems that would benefit the current incumbents. In a nascent democracy, then, being the minority and majority weighs more heavily because citizens are less sure when and whether there will be another opportunity to determine who has the power to rule and who does not. Moreover, in new democracies the outputs produced by different political camps are likely to constitute more divergent visions of the good society than in more established ones.
As a result, being among the minority in a new democracy creates a more acute sense of lacking a stake in the system, and it creates incentives to engage in protest behaviour. Consequently, we expect that being in the minority should have a stronger effect on protest potential in newer democracies relative to mature ones. Based on these considerations, we consequently hypothesize an interaction between minority and majority status on one hand and length of democratic experience on the other -the more recent the establishment of democratic institutions, the more powerful the effect of winning and losing should be on political protest potential.
The idea that the impact of winning or losing on protest behaviour should be more pronounced in new democracies relative to old ones is open to challenge, however. Specifically, it is plausible that losing serves to demobilize rather than activate -that is, that losing leads to exit rather than voice, to use Hirschman's terminology, and that such a tendency may be stronger in newer democratic systems where citizens' beliefs in the efficacy of political participation have not been validated. While outright exit from the country is not an option for most citizens, losing elections may well lead to a sense of disillusion with politics and decreased confidence that political participation makes a difference. Losers may eventually consider some version of opting out of the political system -in particular, abstention from future political activity. If this is the case, political institutions are unlikely to be challenged by the losers in new democracies, or at the very least no more than by winners, and there should be few noticeable differences 21 10 (1994), 38-60. between losers and citizens who have already opted out of the political system by abstaining from electoral participation.
Alternatively, loser-winner distinctions in protest activity may not turn out to be very pronounced because protest is a normal feature of democratic governance. That is, instead of being a harbinger of low levels of legitimacy and citizens' desire for systemic change, protest could be a sign of a healthy and vibrant democratic political culture. In fact, given the widely-documented broadening of the repertoire of political action across Western post-industrialized societies during the past decades, 22 attending peaceful protest meetings or participating in peaceful protest marches may not so much constitute aggressive participation. Instead, it could be the manifestation of conventional activities that people engage in every day without questioning the legitimacy of the system or threatening its survival either explicitly or implicitly. Viewed from this perspective, non-violent protest activities are a sign of some basic level of confidence in the fundamental legitimacy of the political system and its responsiveness. If this is the case, we would expect levels of protest potential to be higher in old democracies relative to new ones. But more importantly, we would expect to find only small differences between winners' and losers' inclinations to engage in protest, and such differences should not be particularly pronounced in new democracies. Whether there is a relationship between winner and loser status on one hand and protest potential on the other, and whether this relationship is stronger in new relative to old democracies is therefore a question we seek to answer below.
D A T A A N D R E S E A R C H D E S I G N
Testing our hypotheses requires data about protest potential at the level of individuals collected in an adequate number of contemporary democracies. Moreover, it requires that we match the outcomes of elections and government formation with information about people's vote choices collected after elections have been held and governments have been formed. Among the few data sources that permit such an undertaking are the surveys that comprise the International Social Survey Program (ISSP), a periodic set of surveys conducted in a number of countries around the world. 23 We used the data collected in 1996 as part of that year's focus on the 'The Role of Government'. These surveys were conducted in twenty-five countries that differed widely with regard to political structures, economic and cultural characteristics, and, in particular, with regard to how long they have been democracies. We were able to use data from seventeen countries that provided the relevant survey items (in particular, past vote choice for the relevant election): Australia, Canada, the Czech Republic, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Latvia, New Zealand, Norway, Russia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States. Because these countries vary widely in their experience with electoral democracy and the 22 Political and Social Research [distributors] ). The ISSP jointly develops modules dealing with important areas in the social sciences, fields the modules in a fifteen-minute supplement to the regular national surveys undertaken by the members, includes an extensive common core on background variables, and makes the data available to the social science community. length of time it has been in existence, it constitutes a very useful sample for the purposes of our analysis.
D E P E N D E N T V A R I A B L E : P O L I T I C A L P R O T E S T P O T E N T I A L
Measuring politically sensitive attitudes and behaviours in the context of survey research has long proved challenging because of the interaction of respondent and interviewer, which may create pressures to provide socially desirable answers. For one, it is well known that people tend to over-report conventional political activities such as voting. At the same time, in the context of our study, it is possible that individuals may be reluctant to reveal their willingness to engage in protest against the government, especially in countries with relatively recent experiences with authoritarian politics where questions about protests against the government may be perceived as more sensitive. Thus, while measuring protest potential with the help of questions that ask respondents directly whether they have engaged in protest activities have considerable face validity, they may miscalculate people's proclivities to engage in protest because they are less accustomed to reporting anti-government activities.
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Fortunately, a procedure developed by Muller allows us to address the issue of measuring protest potential, which also has been referred to as aggressive participation potential, in a straightforward way with the help of a composite index designed to tap into people's disposition to engage in protest activities.
26 Specifically, respondents were asked both about their past performance of as well as future intention to perform a series of behaviours described as actions people may take to demonstrate against the government (for question wording, see Appendix). These behaviours included going on a protest march or demonstration and attending a public meeting organized to protest against the government. A composite protest potential scale was constructed by summing participation weighted by intention across the behaviors. 27 The scale has a mean of 2.35 and a 24 For a variety of reasons, we excluded several countries from the ISSP dataset. For Cyprus and Israel, no fieldwork dates were available and it was impossible to determine which election the vote recall question referred to. For the Philippines, the variable measuring respondents' vote in the last election was missing. For France, the vote in last election variable measured only voter preferences in the first round of the last presidential election. For Poland it was unclear exactly which parties respondents voted for as response categories in the survey did not match choices available to voters. Finally, we excluded Bulgaria because political developments made it impossible to classify voters as being winners or losers. In that country, field work was conducted between February and May of 1997, but the government stepped down after protests in February of 1997 and was replaced by an interim government under the Mayor of Sofia until elections were held in April. 25 Cf. Piotr Kwiatkowski, 'Opinion Research and the Fall of Communism: Poland 1981 -1990 ', International Journal of Public Opinion Research, 4 (1992 Edward N. Muller, Aggressive Political Participation (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1979). See also Muller and Opp, 'Rational Choice and Rebellious Collective Action'. Because the repertoire of political action changed in the aftermath of the student movements of the 1960s and 1970s, the term 'unconventional participation' became less common as a description of various political acts outside of voting. Given that many of the acts that were considered unconventional have become conventional, we use the term 'protest potential' throughout this article.
27 Following Muller and Opp ('Rational Choice and Rebellious Collective Action'), the composite participation potential variable is defined as the product of behavior and intention, where behaviour is scored 1 for lack of participation and 2 for participation, and intention is scored 1 for negative intention, 2 for conditionally positive intention, and 3 for unconditionally positive intention. While this means that the dependent variable is weighted Figure 1 displays the distribution of responses on the composite protest scale across the countries included in this study. Examining the mean levels of protest potential shown in the graph, people's predispositions to engage in protest at first blush appear to be somewhat higher in older democracies. At the same time, countries as different as Hungary, Ireland, Russia and the United Kingdom had similar aggregate levels of protest potential between 1.5 and 2, and both the highest and the lowest levels of protest potential were found among the established democracies (Italy:, 3.81; Japan, 0.68). Moreover, our analyses show that there was significant variation within each country on the protest potential scale (results not shown), with standard deviations ranging from a low of 1.56 in Japan to a high of 3.10 in Spain on the 0-10 scale. Thus, the data show that, while protest is not ubiquitous, a significant number of respondents were positively predisposed toward political protest, but there also was considerable variation in people's inclination to protest both within and across the countries included in our study.
(F'note continued) more towards measuring intentions than actual behaviour, note also that questions asking about actual anti-government activities may underestimate people's proclivities to engage in protest in new democracies because citizens in these countries are less accustomed to reporting anti-government activities. Thus, the 'would' component of the protest index may help capture some of the 'did' activities citizens are reluctant to report, and we believe that an index composed of 'would' and 'did' responses is superior to one constituted solely of one of them. Put another way, using only the "did" responses for our analysis is likely to lead to less valid inferences regarding protest behaviour. Overall, 16.7 per cent of respondents in our sample report having attended protest meetings, while 61.3 per cent indicated they would. Similarly, 14.3 per cent of respondents said they had attended protest demonstrations, while 48.9 per cent said they would do so. 28 A constant equal to the number of items was subtracted from the total score in order to set the origin at zero.
Independent Variables
Our primary independent variables include political minority status and experience with democracy. To ensure that the multivariate models were well specified, we also controlled for a number of important individual-level predictors of political protest, including political efficacy, evaluations of the performance of the political system, political interest, ideology (left-right placement and ideological extremism), electoral participation, personal economic situation and demographic characteristics (age, gender and education) as well as country-level factors. We discuss each below (details can be found in the Appendix).
Political Minority-Majority Status. We classified respondents as belonging to the political minority or majority with the help of a survey question that asked which party the individual voted for in the last national election. We then combined these responses with information about the party or parties that controlled the executive branch of the countries at the time the survey was conducted. If the respondent's past vote choice did not match the actual party in power -that is, if the person was in the political minority -we scored that individual as 1; those in the majority were scored 0.
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Experience with Democracy. Following well-established practice, we relied on the number of years of continuous democracy between 1950 and the year of the survey (which varied slightly across countries) as an indicator of democratic history.
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Control Variables. Along with our main independent variables of interest, we also included a number of important control variables, both at the level of individuals and the level of countries. Including these variables avoids drawing faulty inferences due to spuriousness that can result from omitting relevant variables. At the individual level, we controlled for influential political attitudes, such as political efficacy and interest in politics, as well as important demographic variables (such as education, age, gender and employment status) as standard predictors of political action. Moreover, we included 29 The measure of minority-majority status may suffer from the potential problem of biased recall or over-reports favouring the victorious party or in our case under-reports of having voted for the losers (cf. Gerald C. Wright, 'Errors in Measuring Vote Choice in the National Election Studies, 1952 -88', American Journal of Political Science, 37 (1993 . This problem may be particularly acute because our surveys are not election surveys and the countries therefore had gaps of varying length between the last election and the conduct of the survey. As a check on the accuracy of the reported vote, we compared the aggregate distributions of actual election outcomes and recalled election outcomes. In our sample, 41.9 per cent of respondents reported voting for the losing parties in their countries; this is slightly higher than the 39.3 per cent of actual citizens of voting age who voted for the losing parties. That is, over-reporting is actually slightly more pervasive than under-reporting at a magnitude of about 2.6 percentage points. While this could lead to misrepresenting the true effects of political minority status, such a distortion is likely to be minimal given the small differences between sample and actual population. Another source of bias could exist if voters who have a higher level of protest potential would over-(under-)report their vote for the losing parties. If such a bias exists, there should be a relationship between levels of protest potential and over-(under-)report of the vote for losers. We therefore calculated the difference between the reported and the actual vote in a country and correlated this figure (a measure of over-report or under-report of the losing vote) with the levels of protest potential. This correlation was statistically insignificant: Pearson's r ϭ Ϫ 0.2 (p ϭ 0.4). 30 Because not all surveys were conducted in 1996 (e.g., the New Zealand survey was conducted in 1997), countries' democratic histories varied between three years (Russia) and forty-seven years (New Zealand), with all the established democracies clustering at over forty years of democracy.
variables measuring respondents' political preferences or political ideology. Including these variables helps guard against the attributing predictive power to the minority-majority status variable when the effect is, in fact, due simply to policy dissatisfaction. 31 Moreover, we controlled for respondents' electoral participation 32 and evaluations of the performance of the political system in the form of satisfaction with the performance of democracy. Including the electoral participation variable ensures that we properly attribute any effects for being among the majority and minority, while the inclusion of the regime evaluation variable ensures that we properly isolate the effect of being in the minority from the effect of having negative views about the political system. 33 At the level of countries, we controlled for level of economic development, macroeconomic performance, 34 as well as level of democracy. Coding procedures and descriptive statistics for all variables are listed in the Appendix.
A N A L Y S I S A N D R E S U L T S
Our research design requires that we combine information at the level of respondents (micro-level) and countries (macro-level) . This means that our data have a multi-level structure where one unit of analysis (citizens) is nested within the other (countries). 35 To estimate our models, we therefore relied on statistical techniques developed specifically for modelling multilevel data structures. 36 Below, we show the coefficients of interest 31 There is a conceptual and empirical distinction between policy dissatisfaction with the current government and dissatisfaction because the voter's party did not get to form the government. Policy dissatisfaction is likely to be rooted in partisanship or ideology. Yet, while partisanship and ideology are long-standing predispositions that have their origins in early socialization experiences and have been shown to be quite stable during people's lifetimes, winning and losing vary as a function of how elections come out. Moreover, it is possible to be on the losing side of an election yet also have one's policy preferences implemented. To account for the impact of partisanship/ideology on protest potential in multivariate estimations, we included variables measuring people's left-right ideology and ideological extremism. Including these variables allows us to see whether being on the left or the right makes people more likely to protest (depending on who is in government). Moreover, given that governments (and governing coalitions) tend to be located near the median voter, we sought to estimate whether those outside the political mainstream -that is, those on the political extremes -are more likely to deny consent and try to bring about change or mobilize for it. 32 Following the argument that participation enhances feelings of trust and external efficacy (and vice versa) (cf. Steven E. Finkel, 'Reciprocal Effects of Participation and Political Efficacy: A Panel Analysis ', American Journal of Political Science, 29 (1985) , 891-913), we included a variable distinguishing voters and non-voters to control for differences attributable to having participated in the election. We expect that those who did not participate in the election (coded 1) will have more negative attitudes towards the political system than those who did (coded 0). 33 We suspect that the satisfaction variable in part captures policy dissatisfaction as well. 34 The ISSP surveys used here did not furnish variables measuring people's perceptions of economic performance. Thus, to the extent that economic perceptions deviate from objective reality, our estimates of the 'true' economic effects may be biased. To get a rough sense of how well objective economic conditions match up with economic evaluations, we constructed a dataset that included the West European countries included in our sample (comparable data were not available for the other countries). Using survey data drawn from the Eurobarometer and objective economic indicators for 1991-95, the Pearson correlation of growth and retrospective evaluations of national economy is robust and statistically significant: 0.68 (p Ͻ 0.01); the correlation of growth and retrospective evaluations of personal financial situation is similarly strong: 0.67 (p Ͻ 0.01). 35 Science, 46 (2002) , 218-37. We used MLwiN 1. 10.0006 (2000) to estimate these models.
(constants and independent variables), as well as the variance components at each level of our data (individual and country-level).
Do losers have higher protest potential than winners? To answer this question, we first examined the direct effect of minority status on people's predisposition to protest. However, because the ideology measures were not available for several countries, we estimated three models to ensure the robustness of our results. Model 1 employs data for all seventeen countries, but does not contain controls for ideology (left-right placement and ideological extremism) or the country-level control variables other than democratic experience. Model 2 is estimated with the help of data from fourteen countries (the original seventeen minus Italy, Latvia and Spain for which ideology measures were unavailable), but includes left-right placement and extremism as individual-level variables as well as all country-level control variables. Model 3, finally, includes all individual-level and country-level variables. We thus show three random intercept multilevel maximum likelihood IGLS (Iterative Generalized Least Squares) models with and without the ideology variables and with and without country-level controls.
The results of these analyses, shown in Table 1 , provide unambiguous evidence in support of our main hypothesis. They show that being in the political minority was a powerful determinant of citizens' propensity to engage in political protest. The highly significant and positive coefficient of the political minority status variable indicates that election losers were significantly more likely to exhibit a willingness to engage in political protest against the government than those in the majority. This result was robust regardless of which countries are included or whether we control for ideology. Taken together, these models furnish systematic and very similar evidence in favour of a minority-majority effect on people's predispositions to protest.
The other individual-level variables either performed as hypothesized or failed to achieve conventional levels of statistical significance. As hypothesized, higher levels of political interest and efficacy increased citizens' willingness to engage in political protest, while satisfaction with the performance of the political system diminished it. The coefficient for age was statistically significant (p Ͻ 0.001) and in the expected direction; consistent with earlier research, we found that older citizens exhibited lower protest potential. The results for gender also were consistent with expectations: women were significantly less likely to get involved in political protest than men. Education also had a significant and positive effect on people's propensity to engage in protest -those with higher levels of education were much more likely to do so. Voting participation passed conventional levels of statistical significance in Models 1 and 2, indicating that non-voters had lower levels of protest potential when all countries were included. While having a job was negatively associated with protest potential, the coefficient failed to meet conventional levels of statistical significance in all models.
Looking at the effects for ideology (Model 3), we found that it significantly affected protest potential. Respondents who placed themselves on the political left had significantly higher levels of protest potential. Moreover, the coefficient for political extremism was statistically significant and in the hypothesized direction, indicating that respondents who placed themselves further away from the middle of the ideological scale were also more likely to engage in protest. Moreover, the inclusion of the ideology variables reduced the substantive significance of the loser variable somewhat. This suggests that part of the effect of losing reported in Models 1 and 2 is due to the greater propensity of those on the left and on the fringes to engage in protest. The results also demonstrate that democratic age failed to exert a significant impact on citizens' tendency to engage in protest, regardless of whether we account for differences across individuals' attitudes and characteristics or countries' levels of development, economic performance and freedom. None of the country-level control variables were significantly different from zero, though the measure of economic development comes close. 37 However, even though these country-level controls individually do not pass conventional thresholds of statistical significance, their inclusion reduces the amount of country-level variance left unexplained by 30 per cent relative to the naïve model without country-level controls.
38 Thus, the inclusion of the country-level did not change the inference that protest potential is about as high among individuals in established democracies as in new democracies once important individual-level differences are accounted for.
To establish whether being in the minority or majority had a stronger effect on the disposition to protest the shorter the country's history of democratic institutions, we examined the interactive effects of democratic age and minority-majority status on protest behaviour. We estimated an interactive model that included democratic age, majorityminority status, and an interaction of the two (as well as the other control variables). In the interaction model, our hypothesis would be supported if the interaction term was significant and negative, indicating a smaller effect for minority status, the older the democracy. Table 2 reports the results of three models, patterned after those reported in Table 1 ; the only difference is the inclusion of the interaction term.
The results strongly support the inference that the impact of winning and losing depends on the political context in which it is experienced. Specifically, they demonstrate that those in the minority had significantly higher levels of protest potential than those in the majority. In fact, the minority-majority variable had a larger independent effect than it did in the simple additive models reported in Table 1 . However, we also find that the effect of majority-minority status on protest behaviour was significantly affected by how long democracy had been in existence. The negative coefficient for the interaction term indicates that democratic longevity reduced the probability that those in the minority would engage in political protest, whereas shorter periods of democratic rule increased it. These results were stable even when we controlled for ideology (Model 3).
To aid in the interpretation of these effects, we calculated the substantive effects of losing and democratic age on protest potential (this is done while holding all other variables at their mean). These calculations are displayed graphically in Figure 2 . They show that the gap in protest potential between losers and winners early on during a country's democratic experience is about 0.5. As a country's experience with democracy increases, however, this difference between the two groups diminishes with every year and virtually disappears by the fiftieth year. The decrease in the gap is particularly noticeable after about twenty years. 37 In part, this may be due to the correlations among the country-level indicators; for example, it is well established that democratic age and levels of freedom are correlated. 38 In part, this may be due to the fact that the models that include the ideology variables are based on a smaller sample of countries, as Italy, Latvia and Spain are excluded from these estimations due to the non-availability of these variables for these countries. 
Fig. 2. Effects of loser status and democractic experience on protest potential
To help put these effects in context, it may be useful to compare them to the effects produced by other independent variables. For example, the loser effects are similar to those produced by left-right self-placement and political interest and larger than those by produced by ideological extremism, efficacy and evaluations of political system performance. For example, in the average democracy, moving one standard deviation on the left-right self-placement scale moves voters' protest potential changes by 0.45 on the protest potential scale, while raising respondents' level of political interest by one standard deviation is associated with a 0.62 increase in voters' level of protest potential. In contrast, boosting respondents' efficacy by one standard deviation leads only to a 0.10 increase in protest potential, while a similar lift in system evaluations reduces protest potential only by 0.27. These effects are larger than those produced by extremism, as a one standard deviation change on the ideological extremism scale moves voters' protest potential only by 0.06.
D I S C U S S I O N
In this article we have sought to examine how being in the political minority or majority affects people's willingness to engage in political protest. We posited that losers would be more likely to protest against the political regime. Moreover, we argued that the effect of being among the losers differs systematically as a function of a country's experience with democratic institutions. Losing should have a more powerful impact on people's propensity to protest the political system the more recent the democratic institutions in a country. Using data collected in a large number of countries that differ significantly in their political structures, cultures and democratic histories, our findings strongly supported our expectations. When people find themselves in the political minority after an election, they express a greater willingness to protest against the government. Moreover, while being in the minority generally made individuals more likely to protest, this effect was strongest in countries with more recently established democratic institutions.
These findings contribute to and extend previous analyses of differences between winners and losers by showing that, with respect to protest potential, minority status matters, and that it matters more in newer democracies. 39 These findings also contribute to the growing body of research, which shows that citizens' experiences with their political systems are dynamic, especially in new democracies. 40 Based on our results, we would expect changes in citizens' predispositions to engage in protest as they gain greater experience with the system. However, it remains for future studies to investigate, for instance, whether losers who continue to lose election after election are ever more prone to engage in protest or perhaps begin to view political action as futile. Answers to these kinds of questions would go a long way towards developing a more dynamic theory of political support.
Our results offer several insights for those engaged in the study of comparative politics and mass political behaviour. First, most studies of citizen support for the political system focus either on macro-level variables such as a country's democratic culture or on individual-level variables such as attitudes about the incumbent government. We integrate these two levels of analysis and extend these literatures by explaining people's willingness to engage in political protest as a function of both individual attributes and contextual constraints. By investigating the effects of being in the minority on political behaviour in both stable and newly-established democracies, we thus place citizens' membership in politically-relevant collectivities (winners and losers) in the context of a country's history and experience with democratic institutions. This allows us to integrate explanatory mechanisms across levels of analysis and account for them in our explanation of citizens' willingness to protest against their governments.
Secondly, the study expands what we know about the minority-majority distinction and how it affects political behaviour by measuring citizens' propensity to engage in political action rather than their attitudes towards the political system. We believe that these measures are more predictive of people's actual behaviour, lending greater support for our findings and allowing us to go even further in substantiating the minority-majority distinction.
Moreover, this study contributes to what we know about how people form attitudes in countries that have recently established democratic institutions. The events surrounding the 2004 presidential election in the Ukraine or the 2000 elections in Peru and Venezuela, for example, provide anecdotal evidence of such an effect. The results reported here provide additional and systematic evidence that experience with democracy is an important mediator of political behaviour directed against political authorities: in new democracies, the willingness to protest is driven quite powerfully by whether people are in the political minority after elections. Our analysis thus adds to research on political behaviour in new democracies by documenting the consequences different democratic trajectories can have for the link between people's political allegiances and political behaviour more generally.
Initially, we framed this research in terms of what the results could tell us about the relation between system legitimacy and stability. Our findings go beyond the simple statement that newer democracies are particularly vulnerable to instability; instead, it focuses on why and reports that such instability may stem from the minority's dissatisfaction with its political lot. Thus, paying attention to the demands of the political minority and finding ways to incorporate them into the policy-process appears to be particularly crucial in the initial stages of democratic transition. We speculate that this can be accomplished with the help of formal institutional tools such as power-sharing arrangements or in informal ways through consultation and public discussions. Ultimately, however, only time and people's continued exposure to free and fair political competition, satisfactory political outcomes, as well as alternation in power among contending groups will ensure the legitimacy of democratic political institutions.
The findings presented here also speak to other literatures on democratic consolidation, civil conflict and repression. For one, they provide a micro-level account for the widely cited aggregate-level finding that countries undergoing democratic transitions are more prone to civil unrest and civil war than either authoritarian or fully democratized states. 41 We would argue that at least some of the underlying dynamics creating the inverted U-shaped curve between democracy and domestic violence are due to the incentives that first or second elections produce for new democratic winners and losers. Incidentally, these results are also consistent with the finding that elections are associated with greater levels of state repression, in particular in newly democratic states. 42 Combined with the results reported in this study, these sets of aggregate level findings on civil strife and repression suggest that the path to successful democratic consolidation is hazardous during election time and, in large part, requires the support of the electoral losers. When losers do not grant this support -as they sometimes rightfully do, as the case of 'orange revolution' in the Ukraine suggests -political authorities can be in trouble.
These findings also tie in with research on the behaviour of political elites during periods of democratic regime change and consolidation. 43 They suggest that elites focused on exploiting the incentives of losers may be particularly successful in undermining political stability and democratic longevity. Thus, rather than focusing on polarization among citizens, it points to the need to understand those specific segments of the electorate that provide the most fertile ground for mobilization against the regime. Similarly, these results hold implications for understanding change in advanced industrial democracies. After all, a number of them have been engaged in various kinds of democratic reform. Our findings suggest that, in the established democracies, the desire for change is primarily located among the electoral losers (and perhaps electoral winners who are afraid of becoming losers). Examples of electoral reforms in countries such as France, New Zealand and Italy, for example, are good examples of such dynamics at work.
Our findings also are consistent with the finding reported in research on civic education that democracy can be learned under the right circumstances. 44 Western countries have spent considerable resources in trying to teach citizens in emerging democracies about democracy in order to shape people's democratic skills, values, attitudes and levels of participation. Our results suggest that such efforts at civic education may be particularly effective with regard to stabilizing a newly installed democratic regime if they focus on educating political losers about the democratic game.
This study also suggests fruitful avenues for future research. For instance, our findings suggest that it would be valuable to find out in greater detail the differences in citizen attitudes and political behaviour between older and newer democracies and to establish why such differences exist. A productive next step also might identify other critical behaviours that are influenced by people's status as supporters or opponents of those in power. There already is evidence that the minority-majority distinction drives attitudes about matters such as the state of the economy or corruption, with electoral losers taking a systematically more negative view of the nation's economic and political conditions. 45 Whether political minority status always predisposes citizens to take a more jaundiced view of politics, thus keeping governors honest and democracy vibrant, is a question worth answering in the context of debates over democratic legitimacy, accountability and beyond.
A P P E N D I X : V A R I A B L E Q U E S T I O N W O R D I N G A N D C O D I N G
Composite Political Protest Potential Index. Based on the following questions: 'Would you or would you not do any of the following to protest against a government action you strongly oppose? (a) Attend a public meeting organized to protest against the government? (b) Go on a protest march or demonstration? Definitely would (3), probably would (2), probably would not /definitely would not (1).' 'And in the past five years, how many times have you done each of the following to protest against a government action you strongly oppose?' (a) Attended a public meeting organized to protest against the government; (b) Gone on a protest march or demonstration. Never (1), once/more than once (2).
